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Interactions among wildlife species are major drivers for the transmission of multi-host pathogens, such as Mycobacterium bovis, which also affect livestock. Although France is officially free from bovine tuberculosis (bTB), some areas are still harboring infection in cattle and wildlife. We aimed at characterizing the visits of susceptible wild species (badger, red deer, and wild boar) at baited places and waterholes, considered as possible hotspots for contacts. We described the visits in terms of frequency, duration, and number of individuals and studied the influence of the season. Then, we estimated the frequency of intraspecies and interspecies interactions occurring at baited places and waterholes which may lead to bTB transmission, including direct and indirect contacts through the soil or water. We used camera traps placed on baited places and waterholes on 13 locations monitored during 21 months. The number of visits, their duration, and the number of individuals per visit were analyzed by generalized linear mixed models for each targeted species. The frequency of the interspecies and intraspecies interactions was also analyzed separately. The season, the type of site (baited place or waterhole), and the location were the explanatory variables. Badgers’ visits and interactions were more frequent than for other species (mean: 0.60 visit/day and 5.42 interactions/day) especially on baited places. Red deer only visited waterholes. Wild boars visited most often baited places in spring–summer and waterholes in autumn–winter. They came in higher number than other species, especially on baited places. Direct interactions were uncommon. The most frequent interspecies interactions occurred between red deer and wild boar (mean: 4.02 interactions/day). Baited places and waterholes are important interfaces between the different wild species involved in the bTB multi-host system in this area. They can thus promote intraspecies and interspecies bTB transmission. Baiting ban should be carried on and management of waterholes should be considered as tool to limit the spread of bTB in wildlife.
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INTRODUCTION

When wildlife is involved in the transmission of a multi-host pathogen, controlling this pathogen may be difficult to achieve. In wildlife, host pathology and the way the different populations are connected to each other are often poorly understood. To better control multi-host pathogens in wildlife, host ecology, behavior, and local density have to be addressed as these parameters dictate to which extent an infected host brings itself or its excretions into contact with another susceptible host (1–4).

Mycobacterium bovis (M. bovis), a bacterium belonging to the Mycobacterium tuberculosis complex and causing bovine tuberculosis (bTB), is a multi-host pathogen, which originally infected cattle. Because bTB raises public health and economic issues, its eradication has been attempted in many countries, allowing some of them to be granted officially free (OF) by the European commission (5). However, bTB is still enzootic in cattle in some areas and is detected locally in some bTB OF countries. Several of them are also facing infection in wildlife (5–7). In the British Isles and in Central and Southern Spain, the badger (Meles meles) and the wild boar (Sus scrofa), respectively, are considered the main wild reservoirs hampering bTB eradication (6, 7). Contrary to United Kingdom and Spain, France is bTB OF since 2001. However, bTB infections have been reoccurring in domestic cattle since 2004 in several areas (8). In the same areas, cases have also been diagnosed in red deer (Cervus elaphus), roe deer (Capreolus capreolus), wild boar, badger, and fox (Vulpes vulpes). Except in a single area where the red deer was considered as the main reservoir, evidence is lacking to identify maintenance hosts among these species. On the basis of current knowledge, red deer, wild boar, and badger are considered as spillover hosts, whereas roe deer and fox are considered as dead-end hosts (9–13).

The Côte d’Or “département” (French administrative unit roughly equivalent to a county), in Eastern France, has been one of the areas with highest bTB prevalence in cattle and wildlife in France. Two M. bovis strains have been identified in Côte d’Or, differing in their spoligotype and by multiple locus variable number of tandem repeat profiles (SB0120, 554311456 and SB0134, 64536436, respectively). Both strains are spatially clustered both in cattle and wildlife, confirming the epidemiological link between the different hosts (12, 14). However, in such a multi-host system, it is difficult to discriminate which type of transmission (within wildlife or between wildlife and cattle) prevails. Previous studies focused on the wildlife–livestock interface in this area (13, 15). Nevertheless, the possibility of bTB maintenance within a wild-living community including several sympatric species is a pending issue. Moreover, since 2012, badgers and wild boars infected with the SB0120 spoligotype have been detected in an area where cattle are absent (Source: Direction Départementale de la Protection des Populations de Côte d’Or). This situation suggests that M. bovis may circulate and potentially be maintained among wildlife populations without any contact with cattle. To address this question, interactions patterns among the wild bTB susceptible species are required.

Previous studies showed that artificial feeding and water points may aggregate wild populations, leading to direct and indirect interactions favoring bTB transmission (16–20). Furthermore, M. bovis transmission through shared feed has been demonstrated both among white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) and between white-tailed deer and cattle (21, 22).

The objective of this study was to evaluate to which extent intraspecies and interspecies interactions within the community of bTB wild hosts occurred at baited places and natural or artificial waterholes. We aimed at determining which season and type of site (baited places versus waterholes) were the most favorable to visits from badgers, wild boars, and red deer and interactions between them. With the results, we expect to provide insights into the risk of bTB transmission within and among wildlife species on these specific sites and, as a consequence, if action measures should be targeted toward them to better control bTB in this area.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study Site

The study took place in the Côte d’Or département, where 178 cattle herds (out of around 1,700) were declared infected between 2002 and 2013 (Source: Direction Générale de l’Alimentation, Ministry of Agriculture) within an “infected area” of 3,000 km2. The study was carried out in the southern part of the infected area (Figure 1), where red deer, wild boars, and badgers coexist and had been found infected by M. bovis. Within this study area, bTB wildlife infection rates, estimated from culture on a pool of lymph nodes collected from hunted red deer (N = 655) and wild boars (N = 770) and trapped badgers (N = 275), were of 0.5% in red deer, 7.1% in wild boar, and 4.0% in badgers. Neither roe deer (N = 47) nor red fox (N = 24) was found infected in the study area (Source: Direction Départementale de la Protection des Populations de Côte d’Or, 13).


[image: image1]

FIGURE 1 | Location of the study area in France and within the bovine tuberculosis infected area in the Côte d’Or “département.” Locations of the monitored baited places and waterholes.



This study site was also chosen on the basis of a relatively homogeneous landscape (although the western part shows a more fragmented structure, see Figure 1) and species abundance. The landscape is composed of 60% of mixed forest interrupted by small valleys occupied by pastures and crop fields. In this area, the number of red deer shot per year varied from 0.4 to 1.2/km2 between 2001 and 2013. In wild boar, hunting bags increased from 1.3 to 3.5/km2 between 2005 and 2013 (13). However, the hunting effort was non-constant during the period and these evolutions may not reflect the changes in population densities. Badger density was estimated to range between 4 and 5 adults/km2 (13).

We selected five baited places and eight waterholes located within five different forest patches distributed in the study site, see Figure 1. Baited places were chosen among places usually baited before the ban occurring in 2011, 6 months before the beginning of the study, thus local wildlife populations were accustomed to feed on these places. Baits consisted in shelled corn, heaped on the ground, and displayed around, in a radius of about 30 m on the animals’ paths. Three kilograms of maize per place were provided and topped up when necessary, every 1, 2, or 3 days during all the study period. Waterholes consisted in small muddy ponds from 3 to 15 m long. The level of water varied according to the season. The smallest one only contained mud during the driest periods (summer). Three of them were close to a baited place also included in the protocol, see Figure 1.

Camera Trap Survey

We used two models of infrared motion-triggered camera traps (NightTrakker NT50B, UWay Outdoors Canada, and Trophy Cam, Bushnell Outdoor Products, USA). These two camera models have similar characteristics (movement detection within a 15 m range, trigger speed set to 1 s, minimal trigger interval set to 5 s). For each baited place or waterhole monitored, a single camera was placed 150–200 cm above the ground to avoid it being damaged or moved by animals. When baited place and waterholes were close to each other, cameras were placed in order to have no overlap between the two fields of view. The cameras were programed either to take photographs or to record 20 s video footages. They worked continuously during day and night. Date and time were displayed for each photo/video.

We deployed the cameras from June 2011 to March 2013. They were rotated between the different places to monitor. We defined a session as a continuous period of monitoring on the same place with the same camera, position, and program (photo or video). All video and photos were observed for species identification and count of the number of individuals. We also noted the behavior that could be observed from the photos and the video footages. As pictures and footages were not equally informative, we remained descriptive and did not perform any analysis from behavioral data.

We defined independent visits as (1) consecutive photographs or footages of individuals of different species, (2) consecutive photographs or footages of individuals of the same species more than 30 min apart, or (3) non-consecutive photographs or footages of the different or same species (15, 23). We included the wild species that have been found infected with bTB in the study area: badger, red deer, and wild boar. We excluded visits where pictures or footages did not show any close (at a distance estimated to be more than 2 m) contact between the individuals and the baits or the waterholes, as we considered this could not lead to M. bovis infection or substrate contamination.

Variables Definition

A direct interaction was registered when individuals belonging to different targeted species were seen simultaneously on the same footage or photograph. Given that the studied species are social, we considered group of individuals seen together as the epidemiological unit. As a consequence, we did not take into account direct contact occurring among them. An indirect interaction was recorded when two visits occurred within a specific time window. This time window was determined considering that a visit could entail environmental contamination lasting as long as M. bovis persisted in the environment. We used previous results on M. bovis persistence (24) that was obtained in substrates most similar to those encountered in our study (soil and water for waterholes, corn for baited places). Because the study of Fine et al. (24) was carried out in natural meteorological conditions of the Michigan, we compared the temperatures and rainfall recorded in Fine et al.’s study to those encountered in our study site, provided by a local weather station and we adapted the length of the time window considering the climatic differences between the two areas. In waterholes, we considered that M. bovis persistence in autumn–winter should be closest to the one found in water, while persistence in the dry period (spring–summer) should be close to persistence in soils. As a result, different time windows were chosen according to the site (baited places and waterholes) and season (30 and 15 days for waterholes in autumn–winter and spring–summer, respectively, 15 and 3 days for baited places in autumn–winter and spring–summer, respectively). We submitted our time windows assessment to a researcher working on the persistence of M. bovis in the environment in the same study site (Barbier, personnel communication). Table 1 summarizes the data from Fine et al.’s study, elements of comparison of climatic conditions between Michigan and Côte d’Or and the time windows used.

TABLE 1 | Choice of the time window to define indirect interaction according to the type of site and season: at each season, we compared the climatic conditions reported in Fine et al. (24) in Michigan and in our study area, considering average temperature (temp, in degree Celsius) and precipitation (rain in millimeters).
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The number of visits by badgers, red deer, and wild boar, their duration, and the number of individuals per visit as well as the number of interactions (either direct or indirect, weighted by the duration of observation) were the dependent variables. Six types of interactions were analyzed: intraspecies interactions including among badgers interactions, among red deer interactions, and among wild boars interactions and interspecies interactions including badger–red deer interactions, badger–wild boars interactions, and red–deer–wild boar interactions. The season, type of site (baited place or waterhole), and location (corresponding to the forest patch and taken as a random variable) were the explanatory variables.

Statistical Analysis

In the first step, we described the frequency of visits for red deer, wild boar, and badgers, by computing the number of visits per day for each session, also with the mean and standard errors (SEs) of the number of visits per day. We computed the means and SEs of the duration of visits, i.e., the interval between the trigger time of the first video or photo and the time displayed at the end of the last one belonging to the same visit and the means and SEs of the number of individuals per visit. Animals were not individually identified, so we retained the maximum number of individuals seen simultaneously in any of the footage or photo of the visit.

In the second step, we analyzed how the number of visits from each targeted species, their duration, and the number of individuals involved varied among seasons and between waterholes and baited places. In this aim, we used generalized linear mixed models to take into account the likely dependence of visits within one forest patch. For the number of visits, a Poisson model with the location (forest patch) as the random effect was considered, as usually used to analyze count data having Poisson distribution. However, to account for data overdispersion, we considered the session as an additional random effect, leading to a Poisson-lognormal model (25). To standardize survey time among sessions, we used the logarithm of the number of surveillance days per session as an offset. Three separate models explaining the number of visits from badgers, red deer, and wild boar were selected. We used gamma models for the duration of visits and Poisson models for the number of individuals involved.

In the third step, we calculated the mean number and SEs of the number of the different types of interactions per day. Then, we analyzed how the number of interactions varied among seasons and between waterholes and baited places. Six models were built to analyze the six types of interactions as described in the previous paragraph. Details on the models are given in Data Sheet 1 in the Supplementary Material.

Model selection was performed following Zuur et al.’s (26) procedure. To select the variables to be retained in the fixed part, we started with the most complex model including all fixed effects. We considered the interaction between season and type of site because we expected the most visited sites to depend on the season according to the biology and dietary needs of the animals. We then simplified this starting model by successive steps. At each step, we fitted all possible sub-models (using the glmer function of R software) and selected the sub-model with the lowest Akaike information criterion (AIC) value. Following the parsimony principle (27), when two models had similar AIC values (difference <2), we chose the one with the fewest parameters. The significance of each variable included in the model was assessed using likelihood ratio tests (LRT). The significance of contrasts between categories was assessed using Wald tests. When models failed to converge or did not enable to correctly estimate the parameters, we merged the seasons having similar parameter values (autumn with winter and spring with summer).

As variance values were often higher than means, we checked whether overdispersion was still present in the residuals of the selected models by calculating the ratio between sum of squared Pearson residuals and degree of freedom (26). The amounts of variability explained by the fixed and random factors of Poisson models were determined using the Nakagawa and Schielzeth R-squared [r.squaredGLMM function of R software (28)].

Data analysis was performed using the R 2.14.1 software (29).

RESULTS

Collected Data

Data were collected during 1,104 “camera days” (data collected by a given camera over a given day) distributed into 52 sessions. Due to organization issues and loss of battery power, the sessions were not homogeneous in time (mean duration ± Standard Deviation (SD): 21.23 days ± 18.45), but this was taken into account in the analyses. Baited places and waterholes were each surveyed during 27 and 25 sessions and accounted for 416 and 688 camera days, respectively (see Table S1 in the Supplementary Material). A total of 10,137 pictures and 3,416 video footages were recorded. We excluded 44.2% of them, corresponding to non-target species, i.e., roe deer, foxes, wildcats (Felis silvestris), Mustelidae other than badgers, and dogs or because it contained unreadable images (too blurry or hidden by fog). One hundred ninety-two visits were excluded because the targeted species had no close contact with baits or waterholes.

A total of 979 visits from the targeted species were recorded. Among these, badgers were seen most frequently with 443 visits (45%), followed by wild boars (368 visits, 38%) and red deer (168 visits, 17%). Among the two other bTB susceptible species excluded from the study, we observed 422 visits from roe deer and 15 visits from red foxes. Baited places received 816 visits, whereas 600 visits were observed on waterholes. Visits occurred on every monitored site.

Frequency and Characterization of Visits for Each Species

Table 2 describes the visits from badgers, red deer, and wild boar to baited places and waterholes in terms of frequency, number of individuals per visit, and visit duration, and Table 3 shows the models selected to explain the same variables. All LRT confirmed that the variables included in the selected models had significant effects. The overdispersion of residuals was limited, ranging from 0.14 to 3.05. The models selected for the frequency of visits and number of individuals showed that the location and session (random factors, corresponding to spatiotemporal variations) accounted for a part of the variations ranging from 7 to 52%. The visits that varied most with space-time were in red deer.

TABLE 2 | Description of the visits from badgers, red deer, and wild boars on baited places (BP) and waterholes (WH): mean ± SE, range for the number of visits per day, duration, and number of individuals per visit.
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TABLE 3 | Models selected to explain the frequency of visits, their duration, and number of individuals seen in badgers, red deer, and wild boars: for each significant explanatory variable, the table gives the modalities compared, the estimate of odds-ratio with 95% confidence interval and P-value of the Wald test.
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Badgers

Badgers visited both baited places and waterholes with an overall mean frequency of 0.60 visits/day. Visits by a single animal were the most frequent, although several individuals (up to six) could be observed foraging together (Table 2). Consumption of maize and foraging were the most common behaviors observed on video footages. The models showed that the frequency of visits, their duration, and the number of badgers per visit were all significantly lower in waterholes than at baited places. Moreover, the duration of badgers’ visits was significantly longer in spring than in summer and autumn (Table 3). Badgers were thus observed mainly searching for food, especially in spring.

Red Deer

We did not observe any red deer on baited places. As a consequence, we only used sessions corresponding to waterholes surveillance in the model and excluded the type of site from the explanatory variables. Red deer visited waterholes with a mean frequency of 0.26 ± 0.10 visits/day. Their visits lasted almost 7 min on average and more than two individuals came generally to waterholes (Table 2), corresponding generally to females with fawns or juveniles. Video footages showed adults wallowing most of the time, while fawns were seen playing in the water. Bucks were also observed scratching the soil. The frequency and duration of visits did not vary significantly with the season, while the number of red deer per visit was highest in winter and was significantly higher in winter than in spring (Table 3). Thus, contrarily to badgers, red deer visited only waterholes and were most numerous in winter.

Wild Boar

Visits occurred on baited places and waterholes with an overall mean frequency of 0.44 ± 0.09 visits/day. Consuming maize on baited places, drinking water, and foraging were the most frequent behaviors. Wild boars were also often seen wallowing in waterholes. The visits were significantly more frequent in spring–summer, especially on waterholes (Figure 2; Table 3). Wild boars paid the longest visits on baited places among the three studied species (Table 2). Their visits on baited places lasted significantly longer than on waterholes (23 versus 8 min). The number of individuals per visit was also higher than for badgers and red deer (Table 2) and was higher on baited places than on waterholes (Table 3). In spring, wild boar made longer visits, with fewer individuals, than during other seasons (Table 3). Overall, wild boars were more frequent on waterholes, but stayed longer time and were more numerous when visited baited places.
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FIGURE 2 | Number of visits per day (log scale) for each season and type of site: baited places (B, white) and waterholes (W, gray), for badgers (A), red deer (B) and wild boar (C). Intervals defining boxes represent the interquartile range (IQR), while intervals out of the boxes (whiskers) show the highest and lowest values within 1.5 × IQR. Note the different scales.



Frequency and Characterization of Interactions

A total of 18,132 interactions were recorded between the targeted species. Only six interspecific direct interactions were observed: three between badgers and wild boars and three between red deer and wild boars. We also observed 27 direct interactions between badgers and roe deer. All these direct interactions consisted in simultaneous presence without any nose-to-nose contact. Intraspecific interactions were more frequent than interspecific ones: 10.63 ± 2.82 and 5.22 ± 2.05 interactions per day on average, respectively. Interactions among badgers occurred most frequently, followed by interactions between wild boars and red deer and among wild boars (Table 4).

TABLE 4 | Number of intraspecific and interspecific interactions occurring on baited places and waterholes among badgers (B), red deer (RD), and wild boar (WB).

[image: image1]

Table 5 shows the models selected to analyze the frequency of intraspecific and interspecific interactions. All LRT confirmed that the variables included in the selected models had significant effects.

TABLE 5 | Models selected to explain the frequency of interactions between badgers (B), red deer (RD), and wild boars (WB): for each significant explanatory variable, the table gives the modalities compared, the estimate of odds-ratio with 95% confidence interval, and P-value of the Wald test.
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The selected models predicted that interactions among badgers were significantly more frequent on baited places than on waterholes. Interactions among red deer occurred only on waterholes and were less frequent during winter than at other seasons. Regarding wild boars, their interactions occurred mainly at waterholes and were most frequent during spring–summer (Figure 3; Table 5).
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FIGURE 3 | Number of interactions per day (log scale) for each season and type of site: baited places (B, white) and waterholes (W, gray). Left panel: intraspecific interactions among badgers (A), red deer (B), and wild boar (C). Right panel: interspecific interactions between badgers and red deer (D), badgers and wild boar (E), and red deer and wild boar (F). Intervals defining boxes represent the interquartile range (IQR), while intervals out of the boxes (whiskers) show the highest and lowest values within 1.5 × IQR. Note the different scales.



Regarding the predicted number of the different interspecies interactions, badgers and wild boars interacted significantly more often on baited places than on waterholes. In contrast, interspecies interactions involving red deer concerned only waterholes. Interactions between red deer and wild boars were more frequent in spring and autumn than in winter (Figure 3; Table 5).

The models selected showed that the site and session (random factors, corresponding to spatiotemporal variations) accounted for 9–62%. As for the visits, the interactions that varied most with space-time were among red deer.

DISCUSSION

We described and compared the number and temporal pattern of visits from wild bTB susceptible species and their interactions at baited places and waterholes. Our observations showed that direct interactions between different species were uncommon and indirect interactions occurred more often within the same species than between species. Depending on the species considered, the frequency of visits, and thus the intraspecific and interspecific interactions were more frequent either on baited places or on waterholes at different seasons.

Methods

We chose camera trapping as it is a non-invasive method, causing minimal disturbances to animals and enabling to study interactions by sampling the complete array of individuals within an area, monitor several species simultaneously, and provide behavioral insights in disease transmission scenario (30, 31). However, imperfect detection and sampling design (number, spacing, and duration of deployment) affect the interpretation of the process being sampled (32). By choosing the visit and not the individual as unit for analyses, we probably reduced the bias resulting from “false-absence” (33), i.e., when the trigger speed of the camera trap is too low to capture the animal in its field of view. The 30 min-interval we chose to define a visit was longer than the interval used in others studies carried out in Spain [15 min in Ref. (34, 35)]. This conservative choice enhanced the probability to have independence between visits.

Since individuals or groups were not identified, it was not possible to differentiate if consecutive visits (within the defined temporal window) of the same species occurred between different animals/group or between the same animal/group. As a consequence, we could have overestimated the number of intraspecies interactions.

The level and the patterns of visits and interactions between species on specific resources are highly dependent on the local density of these species and the availability of the resources (35). As a consequence, our results should not be extrapolated outside the study area or for a different study period, as these parameters are likely to differ in space and time. Moreover, the heterogeneity in the number of visits and interactions according to the location and the session, especially concerning the red deer, reveals spatial differences within our study area and temporal variations. This could be due to differences in small local scale density, abundance in resources, animals’ habits, or periodic human disturbance (such as hunting).

Because of organization issues, all locations were not surveyed evenly at all seasons (see Table S1 in the Supplementary Material). This unbalanced sampling design may have limited our capacity to detect seasonal variations.

Occurrence and Activity Patterns of Wildlife on Baited Places and Waterholes

Badgers were more often seen at baited places than at waterholes, and made longer visits in winter and spring than in summer and autumn. Winter is a period of scarce food resources for badgers whose diet is mainly composed by earthworms, insects, fruits, and cereals (36). These results are in accordance with a previous study in the same area, where Payne et al. (15) showed that badgers visits to feeding troughs containing cereals for livestock were also more frequent than visits to water points and that winter was the most favorable season for these visits to occur. Moreover, badgers were more numerous when visiting baited places than when visiting waterholes. Several individuals (up to six), probably belonging to the same group, were sometimes observed coming and feeding together at baited places. Baited places were also places of choice for indirect interactions between badgers. As badgers were identified neither individually nor in relation to their social group, we could not conclude on whether indirect interactions were mostly within one social group or between different groups. However, these results highlight the attractiveness of baited places for this species and may consequently be considered as potential hotspots for interactions between groups.

Wild boars were most often observed on waterholes except in spring when their visits were more frequent on baited places (Figure 2). This finding is consistent with previous studies showing the attractiveness of water points for wild boars, especially under dry and hot conditions (15, 18, 20, 34, 35, 37, 38). As a result, interactions among wild boars occurred more often at waterholes than at baited places. Wild boars were seen foraging, drinking, and wallowing in water accesses. Such behaviors are common in this species to fill thermoregulation and nutritive needs (39, 40). In our study, their visits lasted longer, and involved a higher number of individuals, at baited places than on waterholes. This may be explained by the opportunistic feeding behavior of wild boars: when a resource is available and suitable, it is exploited to its maximum (41). During the study period, acorns were abundant during autumn and winter. This may be a reason why baited places were more attractive in spring–summer than in autumn–winter.

We detected red deer only on waterholes. Consistently, when estimating wildlife visits on farm facilities in the same area, Payne et al. (15) did not observe any red deer visit occurring on mangers and racks in pastures or in farm buildings, whereas visits on salt licks and water points were recorded. Hence, supplementary feeding does not seem to be attractive for red deer in this area. In Spain also, red deer were rarely observed on feeding points compared to water points or pastures (20, 34, 35). In contrast, wild deer from North America such as elks (C. elaphus) and white-tailed deer use cattle-feeding areas (42–44). We may hypothesize that the higher deer densities [around 10 deer/km2 (43)] and a scarcer food availability observed in these areas, especially in winter, explain this difference.

Interactions and Risk of M. bovis Transmission

As also evidenced in previous studies, direct interspecies interactions were uncommon (15, 20, 34, 38). As a result, the risk of M. bovis transmission among the different studied wild species on these places should foremost be considered through indirect interactions.

Here, we defined indirect interactions as consecutive visits occurring within a specific time window compatible with M. bovis survival time. Our estimation was based on literature and we selected different time windows according to the meteorological conditions and the different substrates encountered in our study (Table 1). However, this estimation remains theoretical and it is difficult to assess to which extent local differences in temperature, humidity, and nature of the substrate or soil influence the local survival time of M. bovis. Ongoing research aiming at estimating this local survival time has been undertaken.

We found high frequencies of visits and indirect interactions on baited places and waterholes. This result suggests that these sites promote aggregation within and between wild species and may thus potentially lead to M. bovis transmission, as it was shown in previous studies undertaken in Spain or North America (16–19). Moreover, baited places and waterholes may play different roles in the contact network among bTB wild hosts: baited places connect rather badgers and badgers with wild boars, whereas waterholes are an important interface among wild boars, red deer, and between both species. Hence, it appears that these two types of site may be complementary in the circulation of bTB among wildlife.

To address the transmission risk, we should take into account not only the frequency of interactions but also the level of infection of the different species, their ability to excrete the pathogen, the ability of M. bovis to survive in the environment, and the route and the dose required to infect any other susceptible animal (45, 46). In our study area, wild boars and badgers are moderately infected and red deer display very low bTB prevalence. However, this latter species, when found infected, harbored severe, and generalized lesions, probably leading to large amount of bacilli excretion. Infected badgers may also have high capacity of shedding M. bovis and by different routes, whereas wild boars, showing mostly discrete and localized lesions have probably a lower ability to excrete the pathogen (13). Nevertheless, these epidemiological features may be counterbalanced by the behavioral characteristics we observed during wild boar visits since they came to baited places and waterholes in number and paid longer visits than the other studied species. Moreover, in all the studied species the main behavior we observed on pictures and video footages consisted in feeding, drinking, and wallowing on waterholes and foraging on both places. These behaviors may lead to M. bovis excretion or infection since oronasal route is the most common and efficient one in these species (9, 47–51). Interactions between badgers and red deer were limited (0.14/day, against 1.06–4.02 for other between-species interactions, Table 4) and between-species transmission of bTB is probably uncommon between these two species. The wild boar, by interacting with both, the red deer and the badger may act as a “bridge host” within this local bTB multi-host community as defined by Caron et al. (3).

Implications for Management

Control strategies for bTB management in wildlife have mainly consisted in decreasing populations’ density by culling or overhunting, offal harvesting, ban of supplemental feeding (4, 52, 53). The latter measure had proven to be efficient in reducing bTB prevalence in white-tailed deer in Michigan (19, 54). It has been implemented in several high risk areas in France, including in our study area but no empirical conclusion could be drawn from this experience since other intervention tools (reducing badger, deer and wild boars densities, and offal harvesting) had been implemented concurrently or just before the baiting ban. In the light of our results, baiting should still be banned in our study site. Moreover, an evaluation of the impact of banning independently of other strategies would be helpful.

Some of the waterholes included in this study were anthropogenic and maintained by hunters to retain game on their hunting area. Limiting these artificial waterholes could thus be suggested although one could argue that it would create more aggregation on remaining water points, including those designed for livestock, which are also used by wildlife in this area (15). For instance, Cowie et al. (55) showed that reduced number of water sources are risk factor for bTB in herds, probably by forcing more animals both livestock and wildlife to visit the same locations for drinking water. Nonetheless, drying up some waterholes, especially those which were more visited and at different periods could be tried. The effects on the frequentation of surrounding water points (including those present in pastures) could be evaluated by a similar camera trapping protocol. The adaptation of water points in order to limit muddy conditions favorable to bacteria survival and to provide clean water sources has also proved relevant for other bacterial diseases (56). Compliance and cooperation of the stakeholders, hunters in this case, would be necessary to implement such a strategy.

Oral vaccinations to control bTB in wildlife are currently under development for wild boars and badgers (4). The field trials imply to census the species and the number of individuals coming to feed the baits filled with the vaccine. Our study could thus find an application by providing the frequentation of the different targeted species on baited places. Deployment of vaccinated baits on waterholes may also be considered.

ETHICS STATEMENT

The method used in this study (camera trapping) is a non-invasive method, enabling to collect data on wild animals’ interactions without capturing, handling them, or interfering with their normal behavior.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

AP, EG-F, BD, and JH designed the study. AP collected the data during the field work. SP filtered, entered, and prepared the data for the analysis. AP and EG-F performed the analysis. AP wrote the manuscript. AP, EG-F, BD, and JH participated in drafting the manuscript or revising it critically for important intellectual content. All the authors approved the submitted version of the manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The study was financially supported by the Ministère de l’Agriculture de l’Agroalimentaire et de la Forêt, the Conseil Régional de Bourgogne, the Conseil Général de la Côte d’Or, the Fédération Départementale des Chasseurs de Côte d’Or, the Groupement de Défense Sanitaire de Côte d’Or, the Fédération Nationale des Chasseurs, and the Office National de la Chasse et de la Faune Sauvage. The authors warmly thank the field assistants from the Fédération Départementale des Chasseurs de Côte d’Or, Julien Philippe and Jonathan Fligny for their technical help, as well as Sophie Chappa from ONCFS and Aymé Spor from INRA.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online at http://journal.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fvets.2016.00122/full#supplementary-material.

REFERENCES

1. Rhyan JC, Spraker TR. Emergence of diseases from wildlife reservoirs. Vet Pathol (2010) 47:34–9. doi:10.1177/0300985809354466

2. Palmer MV. Mycobacterium bovis: characteristics of wildlife reservoir hosts. Transbound Emerg Dis (2013) 60(Suppl 1):1–13. doi:10.1111/tbed.12115

3. Caron A, Cappelle J, Cumming GS, de Garine-Wichatitsky M, Gaidet N. Bridge hosts, a missing link for disease ecology in multi-host system. Vet Res (2015) 46:83. doi:10.1186/s13567-015-0217-9

4. Gortázar C, Che Amat A, O’Brien DJ. Open questions and recent advances in the control of a multi-host infectious disease: animal tuberculosis. Mamm Rev (2015) 45:160–75. doi:10.1111/mam.12042

5. Rivière J, Carabin K, Le Strat Y, Hendrikx P, Dufour B. Bovine tuberculosis surveillance in cattle and free-ranging wildlife in EU member states in 2013: a survey-based review. Vet Microbiol (2014) 173:323–31. doi:10.1016/j.vetmic.2014.08.013

6. Gortázar C, Delahay RJ, Mcdonald RA, Boadella M, Wilson GJ, Gavier-Widen D, et al. The status of tuberculosis in European wild mammals. Mamm Rev (2012) 42:193–206. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2907.2011.00191

7. Hardstaff JL, Marion G, Hutchings MR, White PCL. Evaluating the tuberculosis hazard posed to cattle from wildlife across Europe. Res Vet Sci (2013) 97(Suppl):S86–93. doi:10.1016/j.rvsc.2013.12.002

8. Fediaevsky A, Bénet JJ, Boschiroli ML, Hars J. La tuberculose bovine en France en 2010, surveillance et détection accrues. Bull Epidémiol (2010) 46:3–9.

9. Zanella G, Duvauchelle A, Hars J, Moutou F, Boschiroli ML, Durand B. Patterns of lesions of bovine tuberculosis in wild red deer and wild boar. Vet Rec (2008) 163:43–7. doi:10.1136/vr.163.2.43

10. Richomme C, Boschiroli ML, Hars J, Casabianca F, Ducrot C. Bovine tuberculosis in livestock and wild boar on the Mediterranean Island, Corsica. J Wildl Dis (2010) 46:627–31. doi:10.7589/0090-3558-46.2.627

11. Hars J, Richomme C, Rivière J, Faure E, Boschiroli ML. Dix années de surveillance de la tuberculose bovine dans la faune sauvage française et perspectives. Bull Epidémiol (2012) 52:2–6.

12. Payne A, Boschiroli ML, Gueneau E, Moyen JL, Rambaud T, Dufour B, et al. Bovine tuberculosis in “Eurasian” badgers (Meles meles) in France. Eur J Wildl Res (2013) 59:331–9. doi:10.1007/s10344-012-0678-3

13. Payne A. Rôle de la faune sauvage dans le système multi-hôtes de Mycobacterium bovis et risque de transmission entre faune sauvage et bovins. Etude expérimentale en Côte d’Or. [Ph.D. thesis]. Villeurbanne, France: Lyon 1 University (2014).

14. Hauer A, De Cruz K, Cochard T, Godreuil S, Karoui C, Henault S, et al. Genetic evolution of Mycobacterium bovis causing tuberculosis in livestock and wildlife in France since 1978. PLoS One (2015) 10:e0117103. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0117103

15. Payne A, Chappa S, Hars J, Dufour B, Gilot-Fromont E. Wildlife visits to farm facilities assessed by camera traps in a bovine tuberculosis-infected area in France. Eur J Wildl Res (2015) 62:33–42. doi:10.1007/s10344-015-0970-0

16. Miller R, Kaneene JB, Fitzgerald SD, Schmitt SM. Evaluation of the influence of supplemental feeding of white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) on the prevalence of bovine tuberculosis in the Michigan. J Wildl Dis (2003) 39:84–95. doi:10.7589/0090-3558-39.1.84

17. Vicente J, Höfle U, Garrido JM, Fernández-de-Mera IG, Acevedo P, Juste RA, et al. Risk factors associated with the prevalence of tuberculosis-like lesions in fenced wild boar and red deer in south central Spain. Vet Res (2007) 38:451–64. doi:10.1051/vetres:2007002

18. Castillo L, Fernández-Llario P, Mateos C, Carranza J, Benítez-Medina JM, García-Jiménez W, et al. Management practices and their association with Mycobacterium tuberculosis complex prevalence in red deer populations in Southwestern Spain. Prev Vet Med (2011) 98:58–63. doi:10.1016/j.prevetmed.2010.11.008

19. Sorensen A, van Beest FM, Brook RK. Impacts of wildlife baiting and supplemental feeding on infectious disease transmission risk: a synthesis of knowledge. Prev Vet Med (2014) 113:356–63. doi:10.1016/j.prevetmed.2013.11.010

20. Cowie CE, Hutchings MR, Barasona JA, Gortázar C, Vicente J, White PCL. Interactions between four species in a complex wildlife: livestock disease community: implications for Mycobacterium bovis maintenance and transmission. Eur J Wildl Res (2016) 62:51–64. doi:10.1007/s10344-015-0973-x

21. Palmer MV, Waters WR, Whipple DL. Investigation of the transmission of Mycobacterium bovis from deer to cattle through indirect contact. Am J Vet Res (2004) 65:1483–9. doi:10.2460/ajvr.2004.65.1483

22. Palmer MV, Waters WR, Whipple DL. Shared feed as a means of deer-to-deer transmission of Mycobacterium bovis. J Wildl Dis (2004) 40:87–91. doi:10.7589/0090-3558-40.1.87

23. O’Brien TG, Kinnaird MF, Wibisono HT. Crouching tiger, hidden prey: Sumatran tiger and prey populations in a tropical forest landscape. Anim Conserv (2003) 6:131–9. doi:10.1017/S1367943003003172

24. Fine AE, Bolin CA, Gardiner JC, Kaneene JB. A study of the persistence of Mycobacterium bovis in the environment under natural weather conditions in Michigan, USA. Vet Med Int (2011) 2011:765430. doi:10.4061/2011/765430

25. Elston DA, Moss R, Boulinier T, Arrowsmith C, Lambin X. Analysis of aggregation, a worked example: numbers of ticks on red grouse chicks. Parasitology (2001) 122:563–9. doi:10.1017/S0031182001007740

26. Zuur AF, Ieno EN, Walker NJ, Saveliev AA, Smith GM. Mixed Effect Models and Extensions in Ecology with R. New York: Springer (2009). 574 p.

27. Burnham KP, Anderson DR. Model Selection and Multimodel Inference: A Practical Information-Theoretic Approach. Ecological Modelling. 2nd ed. Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag (2002). 488 p.

28. Johnson PCD. Extension Nakagawa & Schielzeth’s R_GLMM2 to random slopes models. Methods Ecol Evol (2014) 5:944–6. doi:10.1111/2041-210X.12225

29. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing (2014). Available from: http://www.R-project.org/

30. Harmsen BJ, Foster RJ, Silver SC, Ostro LET, Doncaster CP. Spatial and temporal interactions of sympatric jaguars (Panthera onca) and pumas (Puma concolor) in neotropical forest. J Mammal (2009) 90:612–20. doi:10.1644/08-MAMM-A-140R.1

31. O’Connell A, Nichols J, Karanth K. Camera Traps in Animal Ecology. New York: Springer (2011). 286 p.

32. Burton AC, Neilson E, Moreira D, Ladle A, Steenweg R, Fisher JT, et al. Wildlife camera trapping: a review and recommendations for linking surveys to ecological processes. J Appl Ecol (2015) 52:675–85. doi:10.1111/1365-2664.12432

33. Mackenzie DI, Bailey LL, Nichols JD. Investigating species co-occurrence patterns when species are detected imperfectly. J Anim Ecol (2004) 73:546–55. doi:10.1111/j.0021-8790.2004.00828.x

34. Kukielka E, Barasona JA, Cowie CE, Drewe JA, Gortázar C, Cotarelo I, et al. Spatial and temporal interactions between livestock and wildlife in South Central Spain assessed by camera traps. Prev Vet Med (2013) 112:213–21. doi:10.1016/j.prevetmed.2013.08.008

35. Carrasco-Garcia R, Barasona JA, Gortázar C, Montoro V, Sanchez-Vizcaino JM, Vicente J. Wildlife and livestock use of extensive farm resources in South Central Spain: implications for disease transmission. Eur J Wildl Res (2016) 62:65–78. doi:10.1007/s10344-015-0974-9

36. Kruuk H, Parish T. Feeding specialization of the European badger Meles meles in Scotland. J Anim Ecol (1981) 50:773–88. doi:10.2307/4136

37. Barasona JA, Latham MC, Acevedo P, Armenteros JA, Latham ADM, Gortázar C, et al. Spatiotemporal interactions between wild boar and cattle: implications for cross-species disease transmission. Vet Res (2014) 45:122. doi:10.1186/s13567-014-0122-7

38. Cooper SM, Scott HM, de la Garza GR, Deck AL, Cathey JC. Distribution and interspecies contact of feral Swine and cattle on rangeland in South Texas: implications for disease transmission. J Wildl Dis (2010) 46:152–64. doi:10.7589/0090-3558-46.1.152

39. Welander J. Spatial and temporal dynamics of wild boar (Sus scrofa) rooting in a mosaic landscape. J Zool (2000) 252:263–71. doi:10.1017/S0952836900009997

40. Bracke MBM. Review of wallowing in pigs: description of the behaviour and its motivational basis. Appl Anim Behav Sci (2011) 132:1–13. doi:10.1016/j.applanim.2011.01.002

41. Baubet EA, Ropert-Coudert Y, Brandt SC. Seasonal and annual variations in earthworm consumption by wild boar (Sus scrofa scrofa L.). Wildl Res (2003) 30:179–86. doi:10.1071/WR00113

42. Brook RK, Wal EV, van Beest FM, McLachlan SM. Evaluating use of cattle winter feeding areas by elk and white-tailed deer: implications for managing bovine tuberculosis transmission risk from the ground up. Prev Vet Med (2013) 108:137–47. doi:10.1016/j.prevetmed.2012.07.017

43. Berentsen AR, Miller RS, Misiewicz R, Malmberg JL, Dunbar MR. Characteristics of white-tailed deer visits to cattle farms: implications for disease transmission at the wildlife–livestock interface. Eur J Wildl Res (2013) 60:161–70. doi:10.1007/s10344-013-0760-5

44. Pruvot M, Seidel D, Boyce M, Musiani M, Massolo A, Kutz S, et al. What attracts elk onto cattle pasture? Implications for inter-species disease transmission. Prev Vet Med (2014) 117:326–39. doi:10.1016/j.prevetmed.2014.08.010

45. Corner LAL. The role of wild animal populations in the epidemiology of tuberculosis in domestic animals: how to assess the risk. Vet Microbiol (2006) 112:303–12. doi:10.1016/j.vetmic.2005.11.015

46. Phillips CJC, Foster CRW, Morris PA, Teverson R. The transmission of Mycobacterium bovis infection to cattle. Res Vet Sci (2003) 74:1–15. doi:10.1016/S0034-5288(02)00145-5

47. Martín-Hernando MP, Höfle U, Vicente J, Ruiz-Fons F, Vidal D, Barral M, et al. Lesions associated with Mycobacterium tuberculosis complex infection in the European wild boar. Tuberculosis (2007) 87(4):360–7. doi:10.1016/j.tube.2007.02.003

48. Martín-Hernando MP, Torres MJ, Aznar J, Negro JJ, Gandía A, Gortázar C. Distribution of lesions in red and fallow deer naturally infected with Mycobacterium bovis. J Comp Pathol (2010) 142:43–50. doi:10.1016/j.jcpa.2009.07.003

49. Johnson LK, Liebana E, Nunez A, Spencer Y, Clifton-Hadley R, Jahans K, et al. Histological observations of bovine tuberculosis in lung and lymph node tissues from British deer. Vet J (2008) 175:409–12. doi:10.1016/j.tvjl.2007.04.021

50. Gavier-Widén D, Cooke MM, Gallagher J, Chambers MA, Gortázar C. A review of infection of wildlife hosts with Mycobacterium bovis and the diagnostic difficulties of the “no visible lesion” presentation. N Z Vet J (2009) 57:122–31. doi:10.1080/00480169.2009.36891

51. Corner LAL, Murphy D, Gormley E. Mycobacterium bovis infection in the Eurasian Badger (Meles meles): the disease, pathogenesis, epidemiology and control. J Comp Pathol (2010) 144:1–24. doi:10.1016/j.jcpa.2010.10.003

52. O’Brien DJ, Schmitt SM, Fitzgerald SD, Berry DE, Hickling GJ. Managing the wildlife reservoir of Mycobacterium bovis: the Michigan, USA, experience. Vet Microbiol (2006) 112:313–23. doi:10.1016/j.vetmic.2005.11.014

53. Zanella G, Bar-Hen A, Boschiroli ML, Hars J, Moutou F, Garin-Bastuji B, et al. Modelling transmission of bovine tuberculosis in red deer and wild boar in Normandy, France. Zoonoses Public Health (2012) 59(Suppl 2):170–8. doi:10.1111/j.1863-2378.2011.01453.x

54. Miller RS, Sweeney SJ. Mycobacterium bovis (bovine tuberculosis) infection in North American wildlife: current status and opportunities for mitigation of risks of further infection in wildlife populations. Epidemiol Infect (2013) 141:1357–70. doi:10.1017/S0950268813000976

55. Cowie CE, Beck BB, Gortázar C, Vicente J, Hutchings MR, Moran D, et al. Risk factors for the detected presence of Mycobacterium bovis in cattle in south central Spain. Eur J Wildl Res (2013) 60:113–23. doi:10.1007/s10344-013-0757-0

56. Wobeser G. Disease management strategies for wildlife. Rev Sci Tech (2002) 21:159–78. doi:10.20506/rst.21.1.1326

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2017 Payne, Philipon, Hars, Dufour and Gilot-Fromont. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fvets-03-00122-t002.jpg
Badger Red deer Wild boar
BP WH BP WH BP WH
Number of visits per day 1.11£0.20 0.05+0.03 0 0.26+0.10 0.30 £ 0.07 0.60+0.16
0-321 0-0.88 0-1.94 0-1.33 0-3.37
Visit duration (min) 16.62 + 154 378+175 - 6.97£0.78 23.32 340 7.59£0.72
0.5-320 0.5-27 0.5-63 05-138 0.5-105
Number of individuals per visit 1.33+0.03 1.04 004 - 221+0.15 589+ 0.69 4.92.£0.24
1-6 1-2 1-15 1-21 1-18






OPS/images/fvets-03-00122-t003.jpg
Species Response  Explanatory OR and 95% P-value
variable  variable and confidence interval - of Wald
modality test
Badger Frequency ~ Site: baited place  75.33 [27.82-257.3]  <0.001
of visits
Duration of ~ Site: baited place  11.71[5.082-27.01]  <0.001
visits Season: spring  1416[0.716-2.780]  0.342
Summer 0611[0.444-0842]  0.003
Autumn 0.491(0.313-0.772 0002
No. of Site: baited place  1.510[1.017-2.355]  0.053
individuals
Reddeer  Frequency No significant
(waterholes  of visits ~ variable
only) Duration of ~ No significant
visits variable
No. of Season: spring 0767 [0.534-1.077]  0.137
individuals ~ Summer 1027(0.849-1244]  0.782
Autumn 1.006(0.774-1.305]  0.961
Widboar  Frequency ~Site: baited place  0.164[0.046-0.502] ~ 0.002
ofvists  Season: 2671[1.149-6407) 0019
spring-summer
Site x season 4.675[1.173-20.75]  0.031
Duration of ~ Site: baited place ~ 2.518 [1.747-3.628]  <0.001
visits Season:spring  1.138[0.726-1.784] 0573
Summer 0941[0.652-1366]  0.743
Autumn 0635 [0.454-0.889]  0.008
No. of Site: baited place  2.045 [1.729-2.414]  <0.001
individuals ~ Season: spring 0,937 [0.753-1.163] 0558
Summer 1.670[1.445-1.935]  <0.001
Autumn 1.5661.364-1.803]  <0.001

The reference levels are waterholes (for the variable Site) and winter or autumn-winter
(for the variable Season).





OPS/images/fvets-03-00122-g003.jpg
[ ]
z z 2 B
2: Sf i
s E z £ -0+
w 2 w2 I
-l B -
& ° 3 I
z, . O
o £ o £ IF
& &
0€0 020 0L0 000 L 80 v0 00 80 144 00
9 fep/suonoesoi aY-va W fep/suonoeseiul gAve Y fep/suonoeseiu gM-QY
i3 e[ m
_uL F o = _I @ = _._ul
Iz E < M= E r-[Ht
_..E._l @ M _| @ M _|
=g |0 |-
HIHE = 2 IF=z : I
HFE -z O+
OF = m I = .m -1+
LI N B B B | T rrrrr1 T T T T T
L 80 ¥0 00 90 ¥0 20 00 80 14 00

« Aepjsuonoe el yg g

@ Aepysuonoesow qy-ay

© fep/suonoeieiul G-

B WZB WZBWB W

B WIBWBWBW

Auturm  Winter

Spring  Summer

Autumn  Winter

Spring  Summer





OPS/images/fvets-03-00122-t001.jpg
Fine etal. (24)

This study

Season Temp/rain  Substrate

Autumn-winter 3.5/326.4  Soil
Water
Comn

Spring-summer  24/492.7  Soil
Water
Com

*Except for a sampled waterhole that dried during summer were we considered 10 days.

Persistence mean/
max (days)

22/28
32/58
24/37

8/
18/48
1.5/3

Temp/rain

5.7/369.5

15.5/465.7

Site

Waterhole (aiways filed with water at this period)
Baiting place

Waterhole (mostly muddy at this period)
Baiting place

Chosen time
window (days)

30
15

15





OPS/images/fvets-03-00122-t004.jpg
Type of interaction Intraspecific Interspecific

10.63 + 2.82 5.22+2.05

B-B RD-RD WB-WB B-RD B-WB RD-WB

Mean number of interactions per day + SE 542205 176 +1.19 345+ 127 014010 1.06 +037 4.02+1.98






OPS/images/fvets-03-00122-t005.jpg
Interaction Explanatory OR and 95% P-value of
variable and confidence interval  Wald test
modality

B-B Site: baited place  1,367.2 [222.4-13,146) <0.001

RD-RD Season: spring  170.1 [1.451-107,687) 0034

(waterholes Summer 8319(0.121-1,041] 0287

only) Autumn 72.23 [2.802-10,106] 0018

WB-WB Site: baited place  0.065 [0.011-0.284) <0.001
Season: spring-  9.449 [2.621-41.81) <0.001
summer

B-RD (waterholes  No significant

only) variable

B-WB Ste: baited place  74.15 [5.218-1,053.5] 0001

RD-WB Season:spring 5391 [0.909-4,000000] 0046

(waterholes Summer 1.000 (0.034-6,484) 0385

only) Autumn 17.95 [2.533-145,353] 0024

The reference levels are waterholes (for the variable site) and winter or autumn-winter
(for the variable season).





OPS/images/cover.jpg
? frontiers

in Veterinary Science

Wildlife Interactions on Baited
Places and Waterholes in a
French Area Infected by Bovine
Tuberculosis





OPS/images/fvets-03-00122-g001.jpg
Study area

Habitat type A Dbaiting place
open field [l waterhole

I forest





OPS/images/fvets-03-00122-g002.jpg
B w 8 w 8 W 8 w
Spring Summer Aubmn  Winler






OPS/images/logo.jpg
Ghesk for

i@





